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89-6-1 


89-6-2 


89-6-3 
89-6-4 


Call to Order 


In calling the meeting to order at 2:10 pm, Dr. Kenniff welcomed returning 
and new Senators to the first meeting in the 1989/90 academic year. After 
introducing and welcoming to Senate, Dr. Rose Sheinin, Vice-Rector, 
Academic, Dr. Jack Lightstone, Associate Vice-Rector, Academic 
(Research), and Acting Dean Mario Falsetto, Faculty of Fine Arts, Dr. 
Kenniff invited remaining members to introduce themselves, indicating the 
particular constituency or office which the individual was representing. 


Approval of Agenda 


Dr. Kenniff explained that with respect to motions which arise during 
Senate meetings, it was customary for him to secure at the beginning of 
each year, the agreement of Senators to proceed on the basis of the past 
practice whereby unless there was a specific request for a vote on a given 
motion or resolution, the matter automatically would be considered 
approved; and that if members felt that it was important to vote on a given 
issue, they should so request and a vote would be taken. It was agreed that 
this practice be continued. 


The Agenda, as presented, was approved. 
Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 


"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 
of Senate to leave the meeting. 


89-6-6 


89-6-7 


89-6-8 


89-6-9 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. STATHOPOULOS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 26 
MAY 1989 BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Elections 


Evaluation Committee - Dean, Faculty of Arts and Science 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the composition of the Evaluation Committee, as 
established by the Board of Governors, included provision for 2 members 
of the academic community, (exclusive of the faculty members from the 
Faculty of Arts and Science), one of whom may be a professional librarian, 
to be recommended by the faculty members of Senate. He drew members’ 
attention to the following documents which were associated with this 
Agenda item: the abbreviated CVs of the candidates who had been 
nominated (document US-89-6D3); the Notice which was circulated in July 
and August, 1989 (document US-89-6-D4); and an excerpt from the 
procedures applicable to the elections (document US-89-6-D5). 


Following distribution and collection of the ballots (document 
US-89-6-D2), it was agreed to proceed to the next Agenda item while the 
results were being tabulated. 


Elections to the Board of Graduate Studies 


Senate was advised that no nominations had been received from the 
faculty-at-large. Dr. Kenniff suggested, and it was agreed, that the item be 
postponed to the next Senate meeting, and that the Notice with respect to the 
call for nominations be recirculated. It was also agreed that the present 
membership of the Board of Graduate Studies be included with the Notice 
in order to provide information with respect to current departmental 
representation on the Board. 


Steering Committee Elections 


Dr. Kenniff explained the composition of the Steering Committee, the 
procedures for electing faculty members, and the documents related thereto. 
In response to a question, he advised that Steering Committee meetings 
were held on Tuesday, 10 days in advance of the regular monthly Senate 
meeting, at 8:30 am, on the Loyola Campus. 


Following the distribution of the ballots, it was agreed to continue the 
meeting while the results were being tabulated. 


89-6-10 


89-6-11 


Elections to the Evaluation Committee - Dean, Faculty of Arts and Science 


(cont'd). 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the following candidates were elected. 


MS. E. BRUCE - PROFESSIONAL LIBRARIAN; 


PROF. G.B. ENGLISH - FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION. 


Remarks from the Chair 


In his remarks, Dr. Kenniff reported on the creation of a "high-technology 
park" in Montreal which was being set up by the Centre d'initiative 
technologique de Montr6al, a corporation consisting of representatives from 
the private sector and Rectors of the Montreal universities which, he 
advised, had been established several years ago under the initiative of Mr. 
R. Cyr, CEO of Bell Canada Enterprises, for the purpose of generating 
research activities in identified sectors in the Montreal area; the delays with 
respect to the distribution of the increased university operating funds that 
had been announced by the Government last Spring, including those 
resulting from the current Provincial elections; the 2% to 3% increase in 
undergraduate full-time student enrolment; the Fourth International Urban 
Universities Conference which would be held at Concordia University 
between September 27 and 29, 1989, as announced in a pamphlet 
distributed to members at the beginning of the meeting; the completion of 
construction work with respect to the Vanier Library project and delivery of 
the renovated building to the University; the delays with respect to the 
Concert Hall completion and delivery date, and planned inauguration 
ceremonies related thereto; the downtown Library project; the inauguration 
of the new sports stadium on the Loyola Campus; the conversion of the 
space vacated by the Drummond Science Library into the Rev. Dr. Russell 
Breen Senate Chamber which, hopefully, would be completed in time for 
the February 1990 Senate meeting; the introduction of a special programme 
of tuition fee exemptions for Chinese students who might be affected by the 
unfortunate recent events in China, which, through written correspondence 
both as Rector of Concordia and as President of the Quebec Conference of 
Rectors, he had encouraged the Minister of Higher Education and Science to 
implement; the Goods and Services Tax proposed by the Federal Minister of 
Finance, and the involvement of AUCC with respect to this issue, including 
on-going analysis of the impact of the GST on the ability of universities to 
function as academic institutions; and delays at the Federal Government 
level with respect to announcements concerning the Federal Centres of 
Excellence Programme which was launched last year. Also, in reporting on 
the downtown Library project, Dr. Kenniff explained that in order to gain 
time, the contract had been divided into an excavation contract and a 
building contract; that the excavation contract which had been awarded 
separately was carried out while the detailed architectural drawings for the 
building were being completed; that the University has been operating on 
the hypothesis that eventually it would build a structure larger than that 
which the Government so far had authorized; that negotiations have been 


89-6-12 


89-6-13 


on-going with the Government since last March; and that following the 
expected adoption of a resolution by the Board of Governors at its 
September 1989 meeting, it is hoped the University would have 
Government approval to go to tender on a structure that would be larger 
than the one initially approved. 


Steering Committee Elections (cont'd) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that as a result of the Ist round of balloting, the 
following members were elected to the Steering Committee for 1989/90: 


PROF. M. ANVARI - FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION; 


PROF. D.F. HAMBLIN - FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND 
COMPUTER SCIENCE; 


PROF. B. MACKAY - FACULTY OF FINE ARTS; 


PROF. T. ARBUCKLE-MAAG - FACULTY OF ARTS AND 
SCIENCE. 


He advised that in the 2nd ballot, members would be asked to vote either for 
Prof. Dicks or Prof. Waters. 


It was agreed to proceed to the next Agenda item while the ballots were 
being counted. 


Question Period 


Issues which were raised and responded to included questions with respect 
to aspects of the proposed GST which would affect the University, and the 
resulting bureaucracy which would be required to administer it; problems 
relating to the - Shuttle Bus schedules, including non-accessibility to 
students taking nighttime summer courses, over-crowding, delayed 
departures resulting in students being late for class, etc., all of which the 
Vice-Rector, Services agreed to look into and report on at the next Senate 
meeting; ancillary services and physical resources fees being charged to 
academic departments; and a concern expressed with respect to insufficient 
bicycle racks on the Loyola Campus which the Vice-Rector, Services also 
agreed to look into. 


Responding to a question concerning disbursement arrangements with 
respect to a 1 million dollar grant which recently had been received- by the 
University through the efforts of the Rector, Dr. Kenniff advised that the 
monies would be disbursed to the University over a period of years, and 
that there was a schedule for payment which had been agreed to between the 
donor and the University; that it was partly a capitalized fund and partly a 
fund which could be disbursed, and that these arrangement would enable 
the University to make larger grants over the first five years of the fund; and 
that a committee was in the process of being established and a call for 


89-6-14 


89-6-15 


submissions would be issued. He cautioned, however, that the amount of 
money received in the first installment might not allow significant monies to 
be disbursed immediately, and that it might turn out to be advisable to 
postpone initial disbursement until next year in order to provide for better 
preparation, planning and implementation. 


Steering Committee Elections (cont'd) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that as a result of the 2nd ballot, PROF. D. DICKS 
- FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, was elected to the Steering 
Committee. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. Kenniff, in drawing members’ attention to the 1988/89 Annual Report 
from the University Library Committee (US-89-6-D9), which was being 
tabled for information, advised that Dr. Misra, Chair of the Committee, had 
agreed to be present at the meeting to respond to questions which members 
might wish to raise. With respect to the issue of the Library Acquisitions 
Budget, Dr. Kenniff advised that everyone was sensitive to the fact that, as 
was the situation in many other areas of the University, the operating money 
simply has not been available in the amounts necessary to fund adequately 
the Acquisitions Budget; that for ti4o years starting in 1987, there was an 
annual sum of 500 thousand dollars in addition to the normal acquisitions 
budget which was made available in the package of funds that the Minister 
of Higher Education and Science added to university budgets; that while the 
additional money was non-recurring after that period, it represented an 
increase in the acquisitions budget of between 25% and 30%; that it was 
also the University's expectation that something could be done with respect 
to the Library Acquisitions Budget in the context of the new monies to be 
made available under the permanent funding scheme now being introduced 
by the Government; and that the Annual Giving Campaign would attempt to 
focus more on this aspect in terms of appealing for funds to assist in the 
on-going needs of the University, particularly with respect to Library 
acquisitions, scholarships, etc. 


During the ensuing discussion, Senate was advised that the monies given by 
the Ministry of Education had been given for two years with no promise that 
they would be renewed; that in the proposals made by the Minister of 
Higher Education and Science last Spring, particular money was rolled into 
the general funding formula; that any representations to the University 
Budget Committee with respect to keeping that money in acquisitions, 
should be made in the course of preparing for next year's budget during the 
budget process this Fall; that with respect to such representation, the 
budgetary process provides for the Library Committee to come forward 
with a recommendation, and for the Academic Services Committee to 
present its own recommendation, and that such representation should be 
made early enough in the process to influence the kinds of recommendations 
that eventually would be made by the University Budget Committee; and 
that the various Faculty Council suggestions and recommendations 
appended to the Report would be considered early this Fall. 


89-6-16 


89-6-17 


89-6-18 


A round of applause followed Dr. Cohen's announcement that last June, 
Dr. Kenniff had been elected President of the Conference of Rectors and 
Principals of Quebec Universities. 


Appointments 


Committees of Senate 


With respect to this item, Dr. Kenniff asked members to add the following 
student appointments to those listed in document US-89-6-D10: 


Academic Planning and Priorities Committee 


Ms. Melodie Sullivan - Undergraduate student representative (to 1990); Ms. 
Yun Jen - Undergraduate student representative (to 1990); 


Academic Programmes Committee 


Ms. Yun Jen - Undergraduate student-representative (to 1990). 


Academic Services Committee 


Ms. Yun Jen - Undergraduate student representative (to 1990). 


Computer Resources Committee 


Mr. Ian St. Maurice - Undergraduate student representative (to 1990). Mr. 
Costa Apostolakos -Undergraduate student representative (to 1990). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
APPELBAUM, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE COMMITTEES 
OF SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-89-6-D10, AS AMENDED), BE 
APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Student appointments to the Steering Committee 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the following student representatives have been 
appointed to the Steering Committee by the student members of Senate: 


Mr. V. Nazemi - Graduate student representative (to 1990); 
Mr. I. St. Maurice - Undergraduate student representative (to 1990); 


Mr. J. Serruya - Undergraduate student representative (to 1990). 


89-6-19 


89-6-20 


89-6-21 


89-6-22 


Appointments to the Senate Appeals Committee - (Pool) 


With respect to appointments to the Senate Appeals Committee - (Pool), Dr. 
Kenniff asked members to add the following student nominees to those 
listed in document US-89-6-D11: 

Ms. K. Cox - Undergraduate student representative (to 1990); 

Mr. H. Neuer - Undergraduate student representative (to 100). 

IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SZABO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MACKAY9 THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE SENATE APPEALS 
COMMITTEE(POOL)f (DOCUMENT US-89-6-D11, AS AMENDED)o 
BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Graduation Ceremonies Committee 


Dr. Kenniff explained that this was a joint Senate and Board of Governors 
Committee, and that an attempt has been made to achieve a balance in 
faculty appointments from Senate and the Board of Governors in order to 
ensure representation of all Faculties. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ALLISON-HELMS, THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE 
GRADUATION CEREMONIES COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT 
US-89-6-D11), BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED 


CONCORDIA COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MACKAY, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. E. PRESTON, 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, TO THE CONCORDIA 
COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE, TERM TO 1991, (DOCUMENT 
US-89-6-D11), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Code of Conduct (Academic) 


With respect to this Agenda item, Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to 
the summary background information and the recommendation from the 
Steering Committee, as contained in document US-89-6-D12); the final 
draft version of the proposed Code of Conduct (Academic), with changes 
which have been made since the Senate meeting of 26 May 1989 indicated 
in italics, (document US-89-6-D13); and an amendment which was being 
presented in order to clarify one of the rewritten articles, (document 
US-89-6-D14). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ARBUCKLE-MAAG, SECONDED BY 
PROF. MACKAY, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE CODE OF CONDUCT 
(ACADEMIC) AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-89-6-D13 AND 
AMENDED BY DOCUMENT US-89-6-D 14, FOR IMPLEMENTATON 
WITH RESPECT TO ALL STUDENTS, EFFECTIVE I JUNE 1990. 


In presenting and explaining the proposed Code of Conduct (Academic), 
and the changes incorporated as a result of the submission from the 
Ombudsperson, Prof. Arbuckle-Maag emphasized that there were no 
substantive changes vis-a-vis the document which had been tabled at Senate 
on 26 May 1989. At the same time, she advised that a suggested change in 
the delay period from 90 days to 45 days had been discussed in detail by the 
Steering Committee; that the Steering Committee had taken into 
consideration the previous input from the Associate, Assistant and 
Vice-Deans, and the Registrar's Office, particularly with respect to the 
logistics and the time constraints involved; and that it had concluded that it 
could not present to Senate a recommendation for a 45-day delay period 
with assurance that such a delay period was workable. She also explained 
the proposed changes to sections 6.4 and 6.5 concerning provisions for the 
conduct of examinations invigilated by the Registrar's Office and those not 
invigilated by the Registrar's Office. 


The ensuing discussion centred on the issue of the 90day delay periods, 
which, it was argued, could result in an extended appeal process lasting for 
a year; and that such delays involving students who were under an 
incredible amount Of stress were not justified. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. SERRUYA, SECONDED BY 
MR. APOSTOLAKOS, THAT THE NINETY-DAY DELAY PERIOD 
REFERRED TO IN ITEMS 4.2.7, 4.2.13, AND 7.1, DOCUMENT 
US-89-6D13, BE CHANGED TO FORTY-FIVE DAYS. 


It was explained that this particular issue had been discussed at length by the 
Steering Committee; that the objective was that all appeals would be heard 
as quickly as possible, and that the 90-day delay period was a maximum 
time limit; that there have been difficulties, particularly in the Faculty of Arts 
and Science, in maintaining student memberships on hearing committees at 
certain times of the year, eg., during examination periods, and that a 45-day 
time limit would be problematic particularly in situations where several or 
more appeals arise simultaneously; and that the 21day period for admitting 
or denying a charge of academic misconduct, and the 21-day period for 
appealing the Dean's decision after it has been rendered, must also be taken 
into consideration. It was also argued that if there were undue delays in 
processing appeals, such delays should be noted by Senate and should be 
dealt with at the particular time, but that it did not make sense to 
"strait-jacket" a legal document by including unreasonable maximum 
timeframes for dealing with appeals; and that the spirit of the proposed 
procedure was clear, ie., that cases arising under the Code of Conduct 


(Academic) should be handled as quickly as possible, and that if there were 
undue delays, Senate should be made aware of them. 


It was pointed out that given the extension of delays provided for in item 
7.1, appeals could drag on for perhaps six months, ie., well beyond the 
90-day limit, and it was suggested that if the limit was not going to be 
changed to 45-days, there should be at least a statement in the Code to the 
effect that all cases would be dealt with as quickly as possible. It was also 
suggested that a phrase to the effect that "or where those responsible for 
administering the process can demonstrate that it was impossible to handle 
the appeal within the prescribed delay" be included in the first paragraph in 
item 7.1 in order to ensure that the maximum time limit would not, in fact, 
become the norm. 


Concern was expressed over possible attempts to amend the text by 
providing complex wording for what was essentially a legal document; and 
it was suggested that, given that the phrase "as soon as possible" was 
already included in the document, an alternative might be to retain the 
90-day limit, but at the same time, have an annual report prepared and 
submitted to Senate with respect to the time-frames in which hearings have 
actually taken place. It was explained that such an alternative would enable 
Senate to play a "watchdog" role; and that if it should appear that the 
process was dragging on for an unreasonable length of time, ie., that it was 
being pushed to the legal limit, Senate could review the procedures and 
make appropriate corrections. Consequently, the feeling was expressed that 
it would be preferable to defeat the amendment, but at the same time, to 
record in the Minutes that Senate wished to receive an annual report with 
respect to hearings and appeals. 


It was further pointed out that the original document did not contain any 
reference to time limits; that the introduction of a deadline for hearing 
appeals was intended to serve the interest of the student in that if the case 
was not heard within the prescribed time frame through no fault of the 
student, the charge would be dropped; that the rule was included to ensure 
that hearings were conducted in a timely manner; and that while there might 
be disagreement as to what the limit should be, the spirit behind the initial 
rule was to ensure that the student would benefit from any lax behavior on 
the part of the hearing authorities. 


In response to a concern expressed over the absence of a time limit with 
respect to the initial laying of a charge of academic Misconduct, it was 
explained that such a time limit has never been included in the regulation, 
and that what was being attempted in the present exercise was to consolidate 
and simplify the existing regulations, with some improvement, and to have 
a common Code of Conduct (Academic) for both undergraduate and 
graduate students; and that there were many questions of substance which 
were not part of this exercise, and were not discussed during the course of 
putting together the present document, which might well be worth 
discussing at some point, including the issue of a specified time limit for 
laying a charge. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED, (5 IN 
FAVOR; 14 OPPOSED; 12 ABSTENTIONS) 


In response to a question concerning the extent to which students and 
faculty members were or were not aware of the academic regulations, it was 
stated that the issue had been discussed by the Steering Committee, 
particularly with respect to the problem of attempting to achieve uniformity 
throughout the University community vis-a-vis interpretation of definitions; 
that this was an extremely important issue; that members of Senate who 
might have suggestions with respect to possible improvements should 
perhaps channel them through the Vice-Rector, Academic; that the problem 
was that the Code of Conduct (Academic) was, on the one hand, a legal 
document, and on the other hand there was a need to provide more 
information to the University community; and that while these two aspects 
must be kept separated, there was a definite need to provide more 
information to the community. 


Other issues which were raised and responded to included the absence of 
time limits, particularly with respect to the submission of reports and 
recommendations from Hearing Committees to the Dean, and informing the 
student of the decision. 


The feeling was expressed that the document should be approved as is; that 
it would not be wise for members to attempt to improvise further additions 
to the legislation; and that if there was further legislation to be added, it 
should be brought to the attention of the Steering Committee and vetted 
through other applicable committees or individuals before it is brought to 
Senate. 


Again, it was suggested and agreed that it be recorded in the Minutes that 
following implementation of the Code of Conduct (Academic), an annual 
report be presented to Senate with respect to the procedures which have 
been followed, in order that Senate might determine whether more 
restrictive legislation was necessary vis-a-vis time limits. 


With respect to the fact that the Code of Conduct (Academic) was written as 
a legal document, it was suggested that as had been undertaken already by 
the Commerce and Administration Students' Association, consideration 
should be given by the Vice-Rector, Academic to preparing a more 
conversational-type of document, thereby making the Code more accessible 
to students. 


Other issues raised and responded to included questions concerning the 
interpretation of the definition of "invigilator" as instructor in item 2.2 (iii); 
the need to educate, possibly through informational sessions, faculty 
members, as well as the students, with respect to the Code of Conduct 
(Academic); the need to expedite appeals cases involving graduating 
students; and the possibility of including a 30-day time limit for laying 
charges with respect to all acts of academic misconduct. 


89-6-23 


89-6-24 


89-6-25 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. (18 in favor; 0 
opposed; 8 abstentions). 


On behalf of Senate, Dr. Kenniff expressed appreciation, particularly to Me 
B. Gaudet, Secretary-General, and to members of the previous Steering 
Committee, for the work which had been put into the development of the 
revised Code of Conduct (Academic). 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 pm, 
Friday, 6 October 1989. He also reminded members of the Rector's Fall 
Reception which was being held today from 5:00 to 7:00 pm, in Hingston 
Hall, Loyola Campus. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:10 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


